ARIZONA STATE VETERINARY MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 
1740 W. ApaMs ST., Suite 4600, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 
PHONE (602) 364-1PET (1738) FAX (602) 364-1039 
VETBOARD.AZ.GOV 


COMPLAINT INVESTIGATION FORM 


If there is an issue with more than one veterinarian please file a 
separate Complaint investigation Form for each veferinarian 


PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE 


FOR:OFFICE USE'ONLY, 


Date Received: Jon 4 ZO72| ~~ Case Number: Zi <a i j 


A. THIS COMPLAINT IS FILED AGAINST THE FOLLOWING: 


Name of Veterinarian/Cvt: OF Ryan 
Buckeye Veterinary Services 


24090 MC 85, Buckeye 


Premise Name: 
Premise Adaress: 


City; Buckeye State: AZ Zip Code: 85326 
Telephone: (623) 386-2532 


B. INFORMATION REGARDING THE INDIVIDUAL FILING COMPLAINT®: 


Name: Darrell Byrd 

Address: 

City: State: GI Zip Code: 
Home Telephone: Cell Telephone: ——_—____—” 


*STATE LAW REQUIRES WE HAVE TO DISCLOSE YOUR NAME UNLESS WE CAN SHOW THAT DISCLOSURE WILL 
RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL HARM TO YOU, SOMEONE ELSE OR THE PUBLIC PER A.R.S. § 41-1010. IF YOU HAVE 
REASON TO BEUEVE THAT SUBSTANTIAL HARM WILL RESULT IN DISCLOSURE OF YOUR NAME PLEASE PROVIDE 
COPIES OF RESTRAINING ORDERS OR OTHER DOCUMENTATION. 


C. PATIENT INFORMATION (1): 


Name: Nala Byrd 

Breed/Species: Gane Corse = 
Age: 1! Sex: Female Color. Brown/Black 
PATIENT INFORMATION (2): 

Name: 


Breed/Species: _ : —_—— 
Age: Sex: Color: 


D. VETERINARIANS WHO HAVE PROVIDED CARE TO THIS PET FOR THIS ISSUE: 
Please provide the name, address and phone number for each veterinanan. 


No other doctors would help because Dr. Ryan cut Nala ears to short. . 


E. WITNESS INFORMATION: 
Please provide the name, address and phone number of each witness that has 


direct knowledge regarding this case. 


Layla Sanad -. 


Crystal Douglas- Gi2s2ed3 


Attestation of Person Requesting Investigation 


By signing this form, | deciare that fhe information contained herein is true 
and accurate to the best of my knowledge. Further, | authorize the release of 
any and all medical records or information necessary to complete the 
investigation of this case. 


Signature: 


Date: 


F, ALLEGATIONS and/or CONCERNS: 
Please provide all information that you feel is relevant to the complaint. This 
portion must be either fypewritten or clearly printed in ink. 
(Copy and pasted yelp review below). 


“Worst vet you can go to beware. Went to this vet to get my cane corso ears cropped, 
doctor ryan assured me that she had done this breeds ears plenty of times and was 
very confident that the end result would be what | wanted. | showed her a exact picture 
she could go off and everything. After the surgery we had three visits scheduled for 
taping and removing stitches etc. Another doctor or nurse Heather had an excuse for 
every visit on why my dog ears look the way they do. Excuses went from “her ears are 
just swollen”, “it's the dogs fault that her ears are swollen and we can't tape them 
because she won't sit still" etc. | drive a hour there and back at least 5 times for the 
ending result to be "your dogs ears won't stand because the cartilage won't harden”. 
Instead of saying that in the beginning | was giving the run around and | was still very 
upset because her ears were cut extremely too short. Heather then told me dr. Ryan 
would do a free surgery because | was unhappy and that surgery was reconstructive 
cropping which:means putting an implant in my dogs ear. Through this whole process 
Dr. Ryan never spoke with mre once or showed face. Heather asked me to give it a few 
weeks and come back and we would see when the surgery could take place. That time 
went by no one reached out to me yet again so | had to call and get my dog in to be 
seen about this implant process. Heather came in the room to tell me | asked for her 
ears to be cut that low “battle crop" and the ears were just fine which was a lie because 
a battle Crop is not what | asked for and that was not the same conversation we had a 
few weeks ago. Dr Ryan finally came and spoke with me and admitted personally that 
she did cut the ears too low and that wasn't the oufcome she was expecting. After 
admitting her wrong doing she told me that she didn't think an implant would help but 
she would still try because she didn't want me to be unhappy with the results of my 
puppy’s ears. CONTRADICTION at its finest. Why would | agree to doing something 
that you're telling me you don’t think would work? She offered me everything but my 
money back. After this talk she told me she would try and see if there was anything 
else. Do you think | heard from her? Nol!!! | had to cail again for a nurse to deliver me a 
message and tell me Dr Ryan said the dogs ears are fine she can't do an implant the 
dogs ears don't need anything to done to them. Wow! You go from telling me you didn’t 
cut my dogs ears right to telling me they are just fine. | then asked for my money back 
and | haven't received a call back. | leave messages and she does not return them. This 
vet is horrible and the worst. Do nat let them touch your animal. | wish | was the type of 
person to record conversations because for a professional to admit they messed up and 
not follow through with trying to make it better is unbelievable and she deserves to have 
her license revoked. | put pictures to show what I'm saying because the picture | 
presented looks nothing like a battle crop and nothing like what | asked. Attached is 
also another doctor | reached out that practices reconstructive surgery on dogs and told 
me my dogs ears were cut too short and nothing can help them. Dr. Ryan should be 
ashamed this was a very unprofessional interaction and she should of had no problem 
with retuming my funds. | love my dog regardless but the principal of it is she did a 
horrible job admitted she messed up she should compensate me." 


Raw A147 


NM Gmail Tracy Riendeau <tracy.riendeau@vetboard.az.gov> 


My email with reconstruction doctor. Darrell Byrd this goes with my complaint on 


buckeye vet clinic 
1 message 


Darrell Byrd <> Mon, Jan 4, 2021 at 2:33 PM 
To: "tracy.riendeau@vetboard.az.gov" <tracy.riendeau@vetboard.az.gov> 


On Fri, Apr 24, 2020 at 8:02 AM Darrell Byrd <<>> wrote: 

| Hello Dr. Saini 

| 

| My name is Darrell Byrd | called yesterday and you reached back out and caught my mom Crystal Douglas. She gave 
i you a quick run down of what | went through with a vet in Phoenix Arizona as far as getting a bad crop done on my 

| Cane Corso. I've attached some pictures hoping you can get an understanding of what they did and maybe help me 

; come up with a solution. | will also send you the picture | showed the vet as far as how | wanted her ears to look as 

: well. 
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Images may be subject to copyright. Learn More 


Related images 


Cane Corso Ears Cropping - My Ca... 
mycanecorso.com 


Ear Cropping: Never Make Your Pu... 
healthypets.mercola.com 
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NM Gmail Tracy Riendeau <tracy.riendeau@vetboard.az.gov> 


Re: Reconstruction on crop/ Doctors reply. 
1 message 


Mon, Jan 4, 2021 at 2:33 PM 


Darrell Byrd ager 
To: "tracy. reideanGrvelicard az. are. <tracy.riendeau@vetboard.az.gov> 


vat Wed, Apr 29, 2020 at 10:46 PM Animal Medical Clinic <animalmedicalclinicmilpitas@gmail.com> wrote: 

Hi Darrell, 

| It looks like these ears are cut too short. | don’t think any kind of implants or any reconstructive procedure will make 
| them to look longer. 

D. Saini 


Sent from my iPhone 


On Apr 29, 2020, at 8:05 PM, Darrell Byrd <—_—______—__—"""="*}> wrote: 


On Fri, Apr 24, 2020 at 8:02 AM Darrell Byrd <@@tte277—-— > wrote: 
Hello Dr. Saini 


; My name is Darrell Byrd | called yesterday and you reached back out and caught my mom Crystal 
Douglas. She gave you a quick run down of what | went through with a vet in Phoenix Arizona as far as 
getting a bad crop done on my Cane Corso. I’ve attached some pictures hoping you can get an 
understanding of what they did and maybe help me come up with a solution. | will also send you the 
picture | showed the vet as far as how | wanted her ears to look as well. 
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Helen M. Ryan, DVM 
Buckeye Veterinary Services 
24090 W US HWY 85. 
Buckeye Az 85326 
623-386-2532 


20 January 2021 


Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examining Board 
1740 W Adams St, Ste 4600 

Phoenix Az 85007 

602-364-1738 


21-79, In Re: Helen Ryan, DVM 


ti 
To whom it may concern, 


On January 21, 2020, “Nala” Byrd was presented to my office for a cosmetic otoplasty. Upon 
check-in, the receptionists at the front desk went over the surgery release form and a cosmetic 
release form which were then signed by the owner. Next, the patient and owner were put in an 
exam room where an assistant took the temperature and weighed the patient. I then came in to 
perform an exam and discuss the details of the surgery to be performed and the aftercare 
requirements. The lengthy healing process, the importance of adhering to medication and 
recheck schedule, as well as our inability to guarantee results on cosmetic procedures were 
discussed at this time. The recheck procedures were discussed with the owners wherein recheck 
appointments are scheduled as tech appointments and the patient is taken to the back while 
owners wait in the lobby unless an exam in the room is specifically requested. I also explained 
to the owners that most of the time cane corso patients do not need to have a rack placed but if 
the ears are not standing following the surgery we will place a rack that will need to rechecked in 
3 days. Following this pre-surgical exam, the patient was taken by an assistant to the treatment 
room and the owners were informed to return for pickup later that afternoon. In the treatment 
room the patient received a pre-surgical pain injection and a sedative injection. At induction of 
anesthesia, the patient was intubated and maintained on isoflurane. Nala’s ears were cropped to 
2 'A” and rack was placed to keep pinnas erect because her ears fell forward instead up standing 
upright. At discharge, the receptionist went over discharge instructions and discussed with the 
owners the correct medication administration and dosages. The owners were informed about the 
importance of giving all meds as prescribed and adhering to recheck schedule. The owners were 
instructed to bring Nala back in 3 days to remove the rack and recheck the ears. The next day, an 
assistant called to check on Nala following the surgery. The assistant left a message asking the 
owner to call back with an update, The owner called back to report an issue with the prednisone 
dosage. The owner had mistakenly given the prednisone twice instead of once daily as prescribed 
and was concerned about excessive urination. The correct dosage was explained to the owner as 
well the possible side effects of steroid use. On January 24": the owners returned with Nala for 
the first recheck following the surgery. The rack was removed, the ears were cleaned, and the 
rack was replaced. The owners were instructed to return to recheck the ears again in 3-5 days. 
On January 25": the owner called to report that Nala got her rack off during the night. They 
were instructed to bring Nala in to recheck and replace the rack. Later that day near closing 


time, the owner called to report Nala got the rack off again. At this time, the owners were 
instructed to remove the rack completely and come back in 3 days to recheck and remove 
sutures. On January 28" Nala was presented for recheck and suture removal. The ears were 
cleaned and the sutures were removed. Nala was not rebandaged at this visit. Instead, the owners 
were sent home with an antibiotic and steroid ointment and were instructed to apply it to the ear 
margins 1-2 times daily and come back for a recheck in 3-4 days. On February 1‘ Nala was 
presented for a recheck exam. At this visit the owner reported they had been unable to 
administer the medications as instructed. The assistant reminded the owner of the importance of 
adhering the medication instructions. The rack was replaced and owners were instructed again to 
come back in 3-5 days for recheck. On February 5": the owners returned to the clinic for a 
recheck. The female owner was irate and confrontational. She complained that the ears were 
shorter than they had requested. The assistant apologized and assured the owner that Nala’s ears 
were cropped as requested and even measured the ears in front of the client to show that they 
were the correct length. It was explained to the owner that every patient heals differently and 
although the ears were cropped to the specified length, appearances may vary depending on 
cartilage changes and the natural folding of skin. The assistant explained to the owners again that 
we are unable to guarantee that the results of cosmetic elective procedures will conform to the 
ideals of each individual client, as stated in the cosmetic release form that the owner had 
previously signed. Additional treatment options were offered to the owners including surgery to 
place implants in the ears to hold them erect or additional racking of the ears, both of which were 
offered at no cost to the owner. It was finally decided that the owners would give additional time 
for healing and continue working with the ears to try to get them to stand on their own. On 
February 11", an assistant called the owner to follow up and check on Nala. The owners reported 
that the ears look much better and the swelling has diminished. On March 25", Nala came in 
again for arecheck. At this appointment, the ears appeared to have healed well but were still 
leaning forward instead of standing erect. The ears were remeasured in front of the owner and 
the optional implant surgery was discussed again as well as the possible complications associated 
with additional cosmetic surgery. During all of Nala’s visits at our facility I never stated that ears 
were cropped incorrectly. I did however offer my sincere apologies that they were dissatisfied 
with the outcome of the surgery and offered possible options to help resolve the issue which the 
owner’s declined. Despite these matters associated with Nala, the female owner still called the 
office on Thursday January 7th to schedule an additional ear crop surgery for a new puppy they 
had recently acquired. The female owner stated that she wanted us to perform the surgery at a 
discounted price because they were unhappy with the outcome of Nala’s procedure. The 
receptionist explained to the owner that unfortunately we are not scheduling cosmetic procedures 
at this time because our surgery schedule is fully booked for the next couple months. The owner 
then became very rude and stated that she did not believe the receptionist because, “we had just 
cropped the ears for her friend’s dog”, which is untrue. 


Respectfully, 


Ket Kvay 


Helen M. Ryan, DVM 


DOUGLAS A. DUCEY 
- GOVERNOR - 


VICTORIA WHITMORE 
- EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR - 


ARIZONA STATE VETERINARY MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 
1740 W. ADAMS STREET, STE. 4600, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 
PHONE (602) 364-1-PET (1738) # FAX (602) 364-1039 


VETBOARD.AZ.GOV 


INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT 


TO: Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examining Board 


FROM: PM Investigative Committee: Adam Almaraz - Chair 
Amrit Rai, DVM 
Robert Kritsberg, DVM 


STAFF PRESENT: Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT — Investigations 
Beth Campbell, Assistant Attorney General 

RE: Case: 21-79 

Complainant(s): Darrell Byrd 

Respondent(s): Helen Ryan, DVM (License: 3793) 


SUMMARY: APPLICABLE STATUTES AND RULES: 
Complaint Received at Board Office: 1/4/21 Laws as Amended August 2018 
Committee Discussion: 6/8/21 (Lime Green); Rules as Revised 
Board IIR: 7/21/21 September 2013 (Yellow) 


On January 21,2020, “Nala,” a 10-week-old female Cane Corso was presented to 
Respondent for an ear crop. The dog was discharged later that day with medications and 
instructions to return the appropriate rechecks. 

The dog's ears did not stand as expected and Complainant stated the ears were cut 
too short. Complainant expressed concerns with Respondent's conduct and felt she was not 
truthful with him throughout the process. 

Respondent stated that Complainant signed a surgical authorization form explaining 
ear cropping was a cosmetic procedure; there were no guarantees that the procedure 
performed will conform to the ideals of each individual. There was no guarantee that ears 
would stand. 


Complainant was noticed and appeared telephonically. 

Respondent was noticed and appeared telephonically. 

The Committee reviewed medical records, testimony, and other documentation as described below: 
® Complainant(s) narrative: Darrell Byrd 
© Respondent(s) narative/medical record: Helen Ryan, DVM 


21-79, Helen Ryan, DVM 


PROPOSED ‘FINDINGS of FACT’: 


1. On January 21, 2020, the dog was presented to Respondent for an ear crop. Complainant 
brought a picture of the crop he wanted for the dog. Front office staff went over the surgery 
release form and a cosmetic release form which were then signed by Complainant. The 
cosmetic release form indicates that there were no guarantees that the procedure 
performed will conform to the ideals of each individual. There was no guarantee that ears 
would stand. 


2. Respondent met with Complainant to examine the dog and discuss the details of the 
surgery and aftercare requirements. This included the lengthy healing process, the 
importance of adhering to medication and recheck schedule, as well as the inability to 
guarantee results on cosmetic procedures. Respondent also explained that at recheck 
appointments, the dog would be taken to the back while the pet owner waited in the lobby. 
She further stated that most times, Cane Corso patients do not need to have a rack place 
but if the ears are not standing following the surgery a rack will be placed and the dog will 
need to be rechecked in 3 days. 


3. Upon exam, the dog had a weight = 17.5 pounds, a temperature = 100.9 degrees, a heart 
rate =132bpm, and a respiration rate = 3é6rom; all systems were marked normal. The dog was 
pre-medicated, induced, intubated and maintained on gas anesthetic. The ears were 
clipped and prepped; Respondent cut the dog’s ears with a 15 blade at 2.5 inches, closed 
with 3-0 silk, cleaned, and SSD cream was applied to incision site. A rack was placed on the 
dog's head to keep the pinnas erect as the ears fell forward instead of standing upright. The 
dog recovered smoothly. The dog was administered and prescribed the following: 
. Elizabethan Collar; 
. Prednisone 5mg; 
. Tramadol: 
. Clavamox; 
. Acepromazine; 

Polyflex injectable; and 
g. Rimaayl. 


-"OQandTnva 


4. Later that day, the dog was discharged and reception staff went over the discharge 
instructions. Complainant was advised of the medications and their instructions - he was 
informed about the importance of giving all medications as prescribed and adhering to the 
recheck schedule. 7 


5. The next day Complainant called to report he had given the dog Prednisone twice that 
day instead of once. The dog was unable to control her bladder and was urinating more 
than normal. Complainant was advised that increased thirst and urination was side effect of 
the Prednisone. 
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21-79, Helen Ryan, DVM 
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6. On January 24, 2020, the dog was presented to Respondent's premises for a recheck. 
Respondent stated that the ear rack was removed, ears were cleaned, and the rack was 
replaced. The dog was discharged with instructions to return in 3 - 5 days. 


7. On January 25, 2020, Complainant called and reported the dog got the rack off during 
the night. The dog returned later that day. The dog was examined; both ears were swollen 
and the bracket rod for the rack would not stay in the ears. The rack was replaced and 
Complainant was advised to make sure the Elizabethan collar remains on recheck on 
Moriday. Respondent approved fo refill tramadol and acepromazine. 


8. Later, the dog returned due to the rack falling off. Respondent approved keeping the 
rack off the dog until Tuesday. They will remove the sutures at that time and possibly replace 
the rack. 


9. On January 28, 2020, the dog was presented to Respondent's premises for a recheck and 
suture removal. The dog was examined and the sutures were removed; the dog's ears were 
cleaned and Complainant was instructed to apply SSD cream to the affected ear margins 1 
— 2 times a day. 


10. On February 1, 2020, the dog was presented to Respondent's premises for a recheck. The 
dog was examined — Complainant reported that the dog vomited up the acepromazine 
and tramadol and they were unable to medicate prior to appointment. A full rack was 
placed on the dog. Complainant was reminded the importance of giving the medications 
as prescribed as the dog would be more likely to remove the rack. 


11. On February 5, 2020, the dog was presented to Respondent's premises for a recheck. 
Complainant and his family were upset that the dog's ears could not be taped due to 
swelling. Respondent was accused of not cutting the dog’s ears properly. Respondent's staff 
explained that with cosmetic procedures are unable to be guaranteed that the requested 
appearance will be to the pet owner's satisfaction —- each pet heals differently, which is why 
they require a signed cosmetic release form. 


12. Complainant was advised that they could try to do a surgical repair of the ears, however, 
there was no guarantee it would be successful. It was recommended to remove the 
Elizabethan collar, discontinue the medications and give the dog time to grow. Technical 
staff demonstrated how Respondent cropped the ears, and pulled both ears upward to 
show how the ears should ideally be standing, and when the ears were let down, the natural 
fold turned the entire ear. Technical staff explained that Respondent was willing to aid the 
process to get the ears to stand as they want Complainant to be satisfied, however, they do 
not know if the dog's ears will stand on own. It was recommended to recheck the dog in two 
months. 


13. On March 25, 2020, the dog was presented to Respondent's premises for a recheck. 
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z 21-79, Helen Ryan, DVM 
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Technical staff measured the dog's ears per Complainant's request. He stated the ears were 
too short - the ears measured at the requested length. Complainant inquired about implants 
— technical staff explained that implants are an option but there could be additional 
complications associated with another surgery. Complainant was again reminded that 
Respondent was unable to promise or guarantee that the ears would stand which is why 
they have a cosmetic release form. 


14. Complainant stated that he did not see Respondent except for the last appointment. He 
was given conflicting information on a regular basis, was told by Respondent that she cut 
the ears short and it was not the outcome she expected. Complainant was also told that he 
requested the ears to be cut that short, he wanted a "Battle Crop.” Complainant denied this 
statement. 


15. According to Respondent, despite the issues Complainant reported with the dog's ear 
crop, the female owner called to request Respondent crop their new dog’s ears. She 
requested the surgery be at a discounted rate due to their dissatisfaction with the previous 
dog's surgery. The female owner was advised that they were not performing cosmetic 
procedures at that time. 
COMMITTEE DISCUSSION: 


The Committee discussed that the outcome of ear crops have a lot to do with the thickness 
and strength of the dog's cartilage. Respondent has pet owners sign a form that the result 
of the ear crop may not turn out as expected. Respondent's staff demonstrated the cut of 
the ears were at 2 %4 inches. The pictures appeared to show the dog's ears were falling 
forward which the dog’s muscles could have had some influence. 

COMMITTEE'S PROPOSED CONCLUSIONS of LAW: 

The Committee concluded that no violations of the Veterinary Practice Act occurred. 


COMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED DISPOSITION: 
Motion: |t was moved and seconded the Board: 
Dismiss this issue with no violation. 
Vote: The motion was approved with a vote of 3 to 0. 
The information contained in this report was obtained from the case file, which includes the 


complaint, the respondent's response, any consulting veterinarian or witness input, and any 
other sources used to gather information for the investigation. 
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Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT 
Investigative Division 
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